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ABSTRACT
AN OPERA HOUSE FOR METROPOLITAN BOSTON
LOCATION AND SITE SELECTION
by
Francis E. O'Brien, Jr.
Submitted to the Department of City and Regional Planning on
January 18, 1960, in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of Master in City Planning.
This study is an attempt to determine a location for an opera house
in metropolitan Boston, satisfying the locational requirements of the house,
while considering the relevant demands of the community at large.
First, a determination was made of the lack of facilities suitable for
certain performing arts and conventions proposed to be remedied by a new
opera house, and a statement of the particular proposal made for an opera
house in metropolitan Boston. Second, an examination was made of the proposal
to determine the locational requirements of the proposed facility, which
requirements were then applied to metropolitan Boston, from the point of view
of opera house and community. Third, site requirements were determined and,
with the locational requirements at a finer scale, were applied from the same
combined point of view.
Examination of metropolitan Boston in terms of these requirements
indicated that the requirements could be satisfied - to mutual advantage
of opera house and community - only in downtown Boston and within downtown
Boston, in the Central Business District.
Application of the locational and site requirements to the Central
Business District determined that two areas come close to meeting the re-
quirements if current plans are carried out. These areas are the Park Sq. -
South Cove area and the area proposed for tie Government Center. Both areas
were examined in terms of the requirements, in terms of the problems and
possibilities involved in siting the opera house within them. Each has problems,
and each possibilities. For both, however, the possibilities were greater
and the problems less than those at other locations.
In supplement, a site on the Charles River in the Brighton section of
Boston, which has been proposed for the opera house, is discussed. Examina-
tion of the site in terms of the requirements indicated that the problems
would be great, and the possibilities few, and that the site is unsatisfactory
for the proposed opera house.
ii
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Cambridge, Massachusetts
January 18, 1960
Professor John T. Howard
Department of City and Regional Planning
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Cambridge, Massachusetts
Dear Professor Howard:
In partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Master in City Planning, I submit this thesis entitled, "An Opera
House for Metropolitan Boston: Location and Site Selection."
Sincerely yours,
Francis E. O'Brien, Jr.
v
TABLE OF CONTENTS
THESIS ABSTRACT.................
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL...........
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS................
DEFINITION OF TERMS.............
INTRODUCTION. ...................
Chapter
..................... O.........
.................................................. ....
...........................
............................
............................
l. BACKGROUND---**-------*----- * *...... -- - - .----.-----
Section 1: The Lack of an Opera House..............
Section 2: The Proposal for an Opera House.........
2. LOCATION.................
Section 1: Performing Arts Events..................
Section 2: Student Performances and School
Graduations..................... ... ...... ....
Section 3: Convention Use of the Opera House.......
Section 4: Linkage and Concentration........ .0**
Section 5: Summary...................
3. SITE.............................................
Section 1: Aesthetic Considerations................
Section 2: Cost Considerations.....................
Section 3: Site Selection.----. ------..---
A. The Office Area............................
B. The Park Sq.-South Cove Area.................
C. Government Center...........
Section 4: Summary.........................
SUPPLEMENT: THE CHARLES RIVER SITE.....................
APEICES-----....................----------.---------...
BIBLIGRPHY.....................................................
vi
Page
ii
V
vii
viii
1
3
3
7
9
9
17
21
23
26
28
28
30
35
37
37
41
45
46
54
96
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
To the many who helped write this thesis: chiefly to my
children who helped unwittingly; my wife, persistently; and
Professor Burnham Kelly, often despairingly; I give my thanks.
vii
DEFINITION OF TERMS:
Metropolitan Boston, the metropolitan area, etc. as used
in this paper is the Boston Standard Metropolitan Area
as defined by the U.S. Census, 1950, (Appendix E).
Downtown Boston, as used in this paper is the Boston
Peninsula Northeast of Massachusetts Avenue (Appendix M).
Boston Central Business District, as used in this paper,
is that area as defined by the Boston City Planning
Board and shown in Appendices M and N at the end of the
paper.
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INTRODUCTION
INTRODUCTION
This thesis is concerned with selecting a location and a site for
an opera house to serve metropolitan Boston. The working hypothesis
is that some locations and sites are better than others, not only from
the point of view of the opera house and its proposed users, but from
the point of view of the community as a whole - the point of view of
the other land uses in metropolitan Boston.
The hypothesis was tested by analyzing the current proposal for
an opera house and other relevant data to determine, from both points
of view, the problems and possibilities involved in selecting a location
and a site. The analysis yielded information which was applied, in the
form of criteria, to metropolitan Boston.
Both the subject matter and the method seem to be an advantageous
way of investigating a problem central to planning: balancing the
requirements of a single use against the requirements of other uses.
Here the problem is determining and satisfying the requirements of the
opera house - an important use, almost a prototype - utilizing these
very requirements for the good of the community as a whole, selecting
a location and site at which mutual advantage is greatest and disad-
vantage least.
A probable disadvantage of an attempt at an overall approach even
in this subject is that many of the sub-investigations, suitable for
investigation in themselves, are not explored in depth. It is possible
that the results of the sub-investigations may be found inaccurate on
detailed exploration. This disadvantage is more effective of conclusion
than of method, however, and even in method the attempt was made not
1
2only to reduce the possibilities of inaccuracy but where this was not
possible to point out what seemed firm ground and what did not.
Another possible disadvantage of the approach is that in the con-
cern for a solution to a particular proposal at a particular time in a
particular place the possibility of ready application of the methods to
other proposals of other times in other places has been lessened. Yet
in this, as in other planning situations, a basic similarity underlies
the differences, and for this reason it is hoped that the work may be
of some general usefulness.
Here the point of departure is a proposal current in Boston: that
a non-profit group build and operate an opera house.
CHAPTER 1: BACKGROUND
CHAPTER 1
BACKGROUND
SECTION 1: The Lack of' an Opera House
The former Boston Opera House last held a performance in 1955.
That year it was closed as structurally hazardous by the Building De-
partment of the City of Boston. It was subsequently demolished. Since
then, shows which would have played the Opera House have either played
inadequate houses or not come to Boston at all. The Metropolitan
Opera Company played a local cinema. The Moiseyev Dancers played
Boston Garden. The Moiseyev impresario, Sol Hurok, roundly condemned
the inadequacy of the Garden and the lack of any better facility.1
Aaron Richman, local impresario, speaking of the Bolshoi Ballet said:
"... the greatest U.S. artistic attraction in a decade or more is not
coming to Boston for lack of a proper stage. After all, you can't put
the Bolshoi in a local movie theatre. We could fill Boston Garden,
but I won't put it there because it would be a reflection on me and the
2
city." "My Fair Lady" will not appear in Boston because no suitable
theatre seats enough patrons to make that high-cost musical break even
financially.
"Opera Setting Challenges Hub," The Christian Science Monitor,
September 20, 1957.
2
"Impresario Says Boston Slipping," The Boston Herald, April 13,
1959.
3Norton, Elliot. Drama critic Boston Hearst papers, interview
June, 1959.
3
4The Boston area also lacks convention facilities.1  This lack is
not to be remedied by Boston's proposed municipal auditorium,2 since
the primary function of the hall is to supply exhibition space, and
about one-third of the major national convention groups require theatre-
type seating and/or a stage and orchestra pit.3
The Metropolitan Theatre, a cinema in downtown Boston, is the
facility with the greatest capacity in theatre-type seating in the
Boston Area. This theatre is now used by those convention groups re-
quiring theatre-type seating. However, the theatre gives preference to
films, is available for evening use only under unusual circumstances
(as for opera use: see below), and is available on short notice only.
These factors work a hardship in convention groups which often meet
evenings and usually plan conventions a year or more in advance.5
The Metropolitan Theatre has housed the Metropolitan Opera Company
on its last two seasonal visits to Boston, in an arrangement described
"Boston Needs New Setup for Conventions," The Boston Sunday
Herald, April 12, 1959.
inal Report to the City of Boston Auditorium Commission,
A. D. Little, Inc., Cambridge, Mass., 1958, pp. 22ff., and illustrations
pp. 20, 21.
3
A survey of 84 purportedly typical national convention groups
indicated that 30 desired theatre-type seating and many of these wanted
a full stage with related equipment and/or orchestra pit: Report to
the County of Los Angeles, A. D. Little, Inc., Cambridge, Mass., 1956,
Appendix D.
4See Appendix A, "Rental Facilities for Group Meetings in Boston."
5Sherry, Edward C., Director, Convention and Tourist Bureau,
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, interview June 25, 1959, and Mr.
Nair, Manager, Metropolitan Theatre, Boston, June, 1959.
5by Mr. Nair, manager of the theatre as "... quite unusual, not open to
any other group." The theatre is not of desirable size or shape for live
performances. Theatre consultants suggest 75 feet as a maximum desirable
sight-distance. The Metropolitan Theatre is 160 feet from the stage to
the back of the house. The lobby, while probably aesthetically satis-
factory, and satisfactory for film audiences, is too small for the long,
social-event intermissions which characterize opera performances and for
1
legitimate theatre performances. The stage, according to the stage
director of the Metropolitan Opera Company, is almost impossible for
opera.2 The stage is said to be completely impossible for dance. No
one of the major elements of the Metropolitan Theatre is suitable for
these functions. Even if purchase of this cinema house were possible,
purchase of this, the best of existing facilities with a view to
alteration seems out of the question. Alteration to the degree that
would correct inadequacies would be equivalent to new construction.
New construction by private capital would seem to be out of the
question. Estimates of cost and revenue suggest that such a venture
would run at a substantial annual loss even given optimistic use esti-
mates and cash outlay for the capital costs. Even given estimates
Appendix B, "Metropolitan Theatre, Boston, Mass.," and Theatres
and Auditoriums, Harold Burris-Meyer and Edward C. Cole, Reinhold, N.Y.,
199, p. 34ff.
2
"Merrill Calls Razing Boston Opera House a Scandal," The Boston
Sunday Globe, April 26, 1959.
3See above, footnotes 1 and 2.
4
See appendices C, "Opera House: Construction Cost Estimates,"
and D, "OpezaHouse: Cost and Revenue Estimates, "
6which indicate that a profit were possible, financing would prove diffi-
cult since mortgagors are reluctant to make loans on theatres.1
A stronger case in point is that of the former Opera House. The
owners, compelled by court action to retain only one of a group of
2
Boston theatres, elected to retain a theatre which was smaller, but
presumably more profitable than the Opera House. While the Opera House
required repairs, the estimated cost of these repairs was not high -
at $300,000 a fraction of the cost of replacement of the structure.3
These factors, lack of a facility suitable for the enumerated
functions and unlikelihood that such a facility will be supplied by
private enterprise have prompted the current proposal.
. Mr. Jordan, Director of Real Estate Operations of the Real Estate
Committee (sub-committee of the Financial Committee of The John Hancock
Life Insurance Co.), in an interview July 23, 1959-
2See Appendix A. The Shubert was retained and the Opera House
sold: Elliot Norton, Drama dritic, Boston Hearst papers, interview
June, 1959.
3
Albee, Herbert J., Cleverdon Varney & Pike, Consulting Engineers
(formerly consulting engineers to the Opera Holding Co., owners of the
old Boston Opera House), and Appendix C.
7SECTION 2: The Proposal for an Opera House
In 1958, the Boston Opera Association, which sponsors the visits
of New York's Metropolitan Opera Company to Boston, proposed that a
private non-profit group build and run an opera house. The capital costs
of up to $6,000,000, it was proposed, would be raised by public sub-
scription in time to begin construction by 1965. The new opera house,
to seat between 3000 and 3500 persons, would be a facility suitable not
only for opera, but for dance, musical comedies, and symphony concerts.
The new opera house would also serve convention groups and serve public
schools, for graduation exercises. The house is proposed to be tax
exempt on the basis of its use for the common cultural good; on the
basis that the house is to be an educational facility, with a series of
performances for school children at reduced rates with a view to
broadening the attendance base an integral part of the proposal.
Early in 1959, the opera house was proposed for a site on the
Charles River in Brighton (Boston), Mass., joining the Cambridge Drama
Festival and the Institute for Contemporary Art in a non-profit corpo-
ration known as MeBAC (Metropolitan Boston Arts Center, Inc.). However,
experience with the site, used for a theatre in the summer of 1959, has
1Statements in this section are based on the following:' interviews
with Talcott M. Banks, Jr. (lawyer), President of the Boston Opera
Association, Trustee of the Boston Symphony Orchestra and Director of
Metropolitan Boston Arts Center, Inc. (MeBAC, Inc.), March 2, 1959;
Nelson W. Aldrich (architect), President of the Board of Trustees, Insti-
tute of Contemporary Art and Chairman of the Board, Boston Arts Festival,
also Vice-President of MeBAC, Inc., June 29, 1959; Jerome M. Rosenfeld
(publisher, theatrical producer), Member of Corporation, Boston Opera
Group and Vice-Chairman, Boston Arts Festival, also Treasurer, MeBAC,
Inc., July 28, 1959. Also on The Metropolitan Boston Arts Center
(brochure) MeBAC, Inc., Boston, June 1959, pp. 32, 33.
8called into question the feasibility of a use complex comprising
theatre, museum and opera house.
This thesis uses as a point of departure the proposal for the opera
house itself. The river site did not present itself for consideration
from this point of view, but since the site has been proposed, an
incidental, but fairly thorough analysis of the site was made. Criti-
cism of the site in terms of the criteria evolved is treated in a later
section.
CHAPTER 2: LOCATION
CHAPTER 2
LOCATION
SECTION 1: Performing Arts Events
The proposal for use of the opera house results in three dis-
tinguishable attendance groups. Each of these groups has fairly distinct
accessibility requirements which may be translated into locational re-
quirements for the opera house. These groups are: the bulk of the
adult audience for performing arts functions; the bulk of the children
attending special performances of those functions and those attending
graduations at the opera house; and those attending conventions at the
opera house. The requirements are, in general, that the opera house
be located conveniently to each of these groups, convenient in terms
of the place of origin of each and the predominant mode of transpor-
tation to be used by each.
The proposal for the new opera house is that the opera house serve
not only opera, but dance, musical comedies and symphony concerts. It
was assumed that the audience of these events would be comprised
largely of those who now make up the audiences of these events in
facilities other than the opera house.
The areal distribution of this group was determined by the use of
the subscription list of one of Boston's most notable cultural and
artistic functions, the Boston Symphony Orchestra Saturday evening
concert series. This listing, in the opinion of Mr. Humphrey, Press
Representative of the Symphony Orchestra, is a more typical cross-
section of those attending this sort of function than the listing of
9
the other series. A 25% sample of this list was taken.2 Geographical
plotting of the sample indicated that the distribution of the audience
does not correspond to the distribution of the entire population of
metropolitan Boston. Use of federal census material indicated that the
distribution of the audience corresponded to the distribution of that
segment of the population characterized by high income and probably
prestige occupations and high educational level.3
It is conceivable that a check of the place of residence of those
attending other, similar events might alter the pattern which appeared.
However, the pattern which resulted from plotting the Symphony listing
was so marked that it is likely that such a check on other sources
would be little more than repetition and do little more than make more
precise the rank order of the smaller (less than 5%) blocks of
attendance. Such precision would be without value here, since- it would
outstrip the precision of other data used such as trip time and popu-
lation up-dating estimates.
Inclusion of estimates of trip time from place of residence to
Symphony Hall emphasized the correlation of Symphony attendance and high
income. Essentially, the conclusion of this investigation is, perhaps,
no more than would be quite generally and readily admitted: the higher
Interview, June 1959.
2
See Appendix E,' "Distribution of Potential Audience for Performing
Arts Events."
3See ibid. for sources.
4See ibid.
11
the number of high-income people in an area, and the closer that area
is to the cultural event to be attended, the greater will be the
attendance of the event from the area.
These findings made possible construction of a potential contour
map for performing arts functions in the Boston Metropolitan Area. If
the findings are valid, it should be possible to construct such a map
in any metropolitan area, based on census information alone. The map
was constructed for the year 1965, the year the opera house is proposed
to be built. The census information was up-dated by information on
projected population change under the assumption that as the total area
population changed, the characteristics of the population in regard to
income would not change but increase or decrease as the total population.
Also considered were specific proposals for new housing in substantial
amounts in the relevant income group, where these proposals altered the
projected change.1 The method used in constructing the map was
p : 4 .. .2
plotting the potential (P), equal to the sum of the major blocks of
potential audience (mi, m2 , etc.) divided by trip time from the block
to a number of arbitrary points on a grid superimposed on the area.2
The effect of adding lesser blocks of market was checked. The indication
was that while presence or absence of these markets affected the height,
See Appendix E.
2
See Appendix G, "Potential Contour Map for Performing Arts Events
in Metropolitan Boston."
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the conformation of the contour map was not altered appreciably. The
highest potential area remained the highest potential area.
The contour map shows that the area in metropolitan Boston which
will have, in 1965, the highest potential for the bulk of the performing
arts audience is the sector running west from the core of the metropoli-
tan area. The contour map shows a ridge across downtown Boston, Back
Bay, Brookline and Newton. The contours fall sharply away from the
ridge in all directions but that toward Cambridge where the slope is
more gradual. Behind the construction of the potential map lies the
assumption that any location in the high potential area is able to
absorb and disperse the traffic generated by the proposed facility
equally. Obviously this is not true: major modifications of the map
could be made to agree with the ability of locations to absorb and
disperse traffic. Nevertheless, the findings shown by the contour map
virtually eliminate about 95% of the area of metropolitan Boston from
consideration as locations for the proposed opera house satisfactory to
this group of users.
The ability of the circulation system of a location to absorb and
disperse traffic generated by the house is an important consideration
in selecting a location. A 3500 seat house, as the opera house is
proposed to be, would generate, at a full-house performance, 3500 trips,
ignoring front and back of the house employees. Depending upon
location, 80% to 100% of these trips might be made by automobile; the
balance would be made by public transportation, mass transportation
or taxicab.
13
A survey of arrivals at the summer theatre at the MeBAC, Inc.
site on the Charles River in Brighton indicated that at a site poorly
served by mass transportation almost all arrivals would be by private
car, and a few would arrive by taxicab. (The use of boat, provided at
this site cannot be considered available in most locations or in this
location in most seasons.) The average use was 2.6 persons/car;
assuming that this use is applicable to other performing arts events,
a 3500 seat opera house would generate about 1400 cars in a location
poorly served by mass transportation.1
At the other extreme, in a location well served by mass transpor-
tation, the automotive use would be much less; the mass transportation
use might be higher than 10%, the conservative estimate based on the
following investigation. The entertainment district of Boston, which
had four legitimate theatres in 1954, is well served by transit. This
district is within walking distance of two mass transit main-line-
stations. The entertainment district is within the "Inner Cordon" of
2
the Boston Traffic Commission. The cordon circumscribes the enter-
tainment district, the retail core of the metropolitan area, the
principal office district of the metropolitan area, manufacturing,
wholesaling and high-density residential areas. Late hour 1954 counts
1 See Appendix H, "Survey of Arrivals at MeBAC Charles River Site."
2Cordon Count for Downtown Boston, Boston Traffic Commission,
City of Boston, 1954 unpaged, "Inner Cordon Outbound 7 AM-12 Midnight,"
half hourly. Counts used: 10:30 - 12:00 PM, Number of Persons
leaving by mass transportation and individual (cars & cabs) transpor-
tation.
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of persons outbound across the Inner Cordon were used, since these counts
were most likely to be comprised largely of those in the entertainment
district. Stopping the count at 12 midnight excluded those primarily
in the entertainment district for night-clubbing. The 1954 Cordon
Count indicates that of the total persons leaving at the late hours,
34% used mass transportation and 66% used individual (private car and
taxicab) transportation. However, in the period 1954-1959 mass transit
use has declined about 20% and automotive use increased 15%. While
these are general figures and perhaps not strictly applicable to down-
town Boston, it is not unlikely that this area has been affected, and
that the late hour mass transportation: individual transportation is
more like 25% : 75%. The 25% of those using mass transportation includes
those attending cinema as well as those attending legitimate theatre,
and is a maximum. Since those attending theatre are less likely to use
mass transportation than those attending cinema, the percentage mass
transportation use was arbitrarily reduced, by more than half, to 10%
of those who would attend the performing arts functions at the opera
house,2 given a location well served by transit.
1
Annual Reports 1954-1958 Metropolitan Transit Authority, Boston,
Mass.; telephone interviews with passenger agents of B. & A.R.R.,
B & M.R.R., N.Y., N.H., & H.R.R. Vehicular Excise Summary Sheet
Division of Corporations and Taxation, Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
1958, mimeographed. The year 1959 was estimated by straight line
projection. These figures are of total use; the late hour use of
transit has probably declined more than the total, the automotive use
increased more.
2Excluding the children's performances.
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Again, in an intown location, taxicab use would be likely to be
higher than any other location in the area of highest potential for an
opera house. At present, just under 20% of the potential audience for
performing arts functions resides in downtown Boston.1 For this part
of the potential audience, a trip to a downtown location by taxicab is
probably less expensive than a trip by car.2 Trip time would certainly
be less and convenience greater: the trip would be door to door, with-
out time or trouble spent on parking. The advantage of taxicab use
over private car use is not clear cut for the entire 20% of the potential
audience, so the estimate of taxicab use is arbitrarily reduced to 10%
of the total.4
With a full house at a performing arts event, 3500 trips would be
generated by the proposed opera house. Private automotive use could be
almost 100%, or as low as about 80%, depending on location with the
20% balance about evenly divided between mass transportation and taxicab
lSee Appendix E.
See Appendix J, "Cost of Taxicab Use v. Private Automobile Use.t"
3There may be other advantages to cab use for those living down-
town: for those who park on the street, parking at the end of the home-
destination trip is likely to be quite difficult; for those parking in
garages, the walk from home to care and from opera house parking to
opera house might total more than the walk from home to opera house.
At the MeBAC Charles River Site, almost 15% of the arrivals
were by boat. The boat left for the site from a dock in downtown. The
boat users may be cab users in another season or trip direction. If
so, the estimate for cab use in the text is low. Also, the possibility
of walk-in use exists. The extent of such use has not been estimated,
however.
use. From the point of view of the community of large, the end of
utilizing the total circulation system as efficiently as possible would
tend to locate a major generator of traffic so as to use to the maximum
the mass transportation system, the under-utilized part of the circu-
lation system. Conceivably this might be done to the degree that even
80% of the users of the house would find it difficult or impossible to
use cars, and so use mass transportation. In New York's Lincoln Center
the parking supply is far below the generating capacity of the performing
arts functions to be located in the Center. In New York, however, the
short supply of parking is presumably a recognition of the impossibility
of satisfying the demand, even though the decision works, at least to
some degree, to the impairment of attendance. In New York, success of
the house, despite impairment, is probably assured. In Boston, the
success is not so sure, and any handicap should be removed if possible.
The problem, then, is finding a location which, to satisfy this
group of users of the proposed house can absorb and disperse 1100 to
1400 cars. Both from the point of view of the opera house and other
users of the street system, the location should not be one at which
congestion already exists or would become congested by addition of
opera house generated traffic. Neither should the location be such
that the heavy night time traffic generated by the house would have a
deleterious effect on nearby land uses such as residences or
hospitals. On the other hand, there is the possibility that existing
circulation facilities, especially parking facilities, might be more
efficiently used than at present by proper location of the opera house.
16
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SECTION 2: Student Performances and School Graduations
The second group of users of the opera house with distinct accessi-
bility requirements is made up of two distinct sub-groups of users with
similar accessibility requirements. These sub-groups are the children
for whom it is proposed, special performances are to be given at the
opera house, and those who are to attend the public school graduations
proposed to be held at the opera house. Both groups require mass
transportation.
. The mass transportation requirement of the first group is demon-
strated by the experience of the Cambridge Drama Festival, a component
of MeBAC, at the site on the Charles River in Brighton. The Cambridge
Drama Festival offered a children's performance of the regularly
scheduled show on the 1 0th of July (1959). The performance was well
publicized, and the initial response was good: approximately 1000
tickets were dispersed through Y's, Boys and Girls Clubs, Scouts and
similar organizations. Only 300 to 350 children attended the show. The
reason given was that the public transportation access was poor, and that
most of the organizations which served as contact do not have funds to
hire special busses. The inability to provide special busses also exists
in the Boston Public Schools (and probably in the case of the school
systems of the other in-lying communities, although this was not
verified). This is an important consideration since the schools are
1Morton Gottlieb, Manager, Cambridge Drama Festival, quoted by
John Watts, Educational Director of Joint Harvard University-Boston
University-Cambridge Drama Festival Summer Seminar in the Performing
Arts, interview, July 1959.
2
William Haley, Superintendent of Schools, City of Boston, inter- -
view, June 30, 1959.
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likely to be the ordinary agent of contact between the opera house
management and the children.
This experience seems to be a demonstration of an axiom in mass
transportation: that at least the primary destination end of a trip
must have good access, or public transportation will not be used. The
MeBAC site on the Charles River does have public transportation access,
for the site is about five minutes walk from a bus line, which runs at
twenty minute intervals except at the rush hour.1 The site is more
than a mile from the nearest mainline transit stop (Harvard Sq. station
of the Metropolitan Transit Authority Harvard-Ashmont line). Any
location, to be satisfactory to this group of opera house users, must
be served by a mainline transit stop. Since the specific reason for
proposing this group of users was widening the base of attendance of
the performing arts functions, implicitly the base aimed at is one
which resembles less the geographically restricted distribution of the
previous group and more a distribution that resembles the distribution
2
of the population of metropolitan Boston as a whole. The place of
highest potential for this audience is downtown Boston and more
especially, the Central Business District where public transportation
lines, whether mass transit, bus or rail converge. To assume success
'he fellow in the information booth at the Park St. MTA station,
telephone interview, July, 1959.
2
Explicitly, when told of the apparent correlation between
attendance at performing arts events and high income, Nelson Aldrich,
one of those involved in the proposal, said in direct response, "You
know, we're pledged to change that ... ," interview, June 29, 1959.
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of the proposal to widen the attendance base .at performing arts
functions a location in the downtown is probably necessary. If the
children performances are the Saturday matinee or, less likely, any
evening performance, the problem to the community as a whole of possible
overload on the public transportation system should not occur. If
children's performances are scheduled for the Wednesday matinee, over-
loading of the public transportation system could occur. Generally,
however, the system operates at less than capacity even at peak hours;1
and it is possible to schedule Wednesday matinees to break just prior to
peak,2 reducing the possibility of system overload at this time.
The possibility, in the case of this audience group, from the point
of view of the community at large, is the possibility of increasing the
cultural wealth of the community in the face of strong countervailing
possibilities.3 This possibility would seem important enough to make
some sacrifice of what might seem at first an ideal land use pattern,
if it appeared necessary to achieve this end. For example, displacing
a "higher," i.e . a taxpaying use, by a non-taxpaying opera house might
1 E. B. Myott, Chief Engineer, Metropolitan Transit Authority, tel.
interview, July 1959. Exceptions are noted later in the section on sites.
2
Mrs. A. McCarthy, Manager, Shubert Theatre, quoted by John Culp,
Greater Boston Economic Study Committee in conversation June, 1959. This
was done (largely by reducing intermission time) in order to smooth
egress from the area of those attending shows at the theatre by auto-
mobile. It was said to have achieved this end. Presumably this prior-
to-peak curtain could have the same effect for those using mass transpor-
tation.
3This possibility is not peculiar to Boston. See, for example, "In
Culture, Is Washington a Hick Town?", Howard Taubman, The New York Times
Magazine, December 27, 1959; Values-for Urban Living, Margaret Mead in
the Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science,
November 1957, p. lOff.; ... etc.
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well be a real loss to the tax base of the community: the gain would be
non-monetary yet quite real in non-monetary terms.
The other group which requires public transportation access is the
group which would come to the opera house, as proposed, for public school
graduations. In an interview, the person who would arrange for such use
by the Boston Public Schools said the proposed facility would be so used
by the Schools, but only if the facility were located downtown. The
reason given was the requirement by those who attended the graduations
of good public transportation. Use of the opera house for school
graduations would be limited to about half a dozen times a year since
the graduations all take place within a week or so of each other. While
suitable facilities are in short supply, the amount of use does not
justify creating a facility for this use alone. A multiple-use facility,
as the opera house is proposed to be, would be helpful to the school
systems of the communities which would use it, and so to the communities,
if the house were located to permit such use.
William Haley, Superintendent of Schools, City of Boston, June 30,
1959.
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SECTION 3: Convention Use of the Opera House
The third group proposed to use the opera house is that group
which would attend conventions held there. The areal distribution of
this group is that of the hotel rooms pledged to convention use. This
group depends largely on walking or public transportation to get to
and from hotels and meeting places. Studies by A. D. Little, Inc.,
for a convention facility indicate that to attract convention business,
the location should, "... be close (preferably no more than a 10-minute
walk) to the largest concentration of hotel rooms that are generally
pledged for convention use." No study exists for Boston. However,
experience indicated that the former Opera House, about a 25-minute
walk from the major concentration of convention pledged hotel rooms,
between 10 and 15-minutes walk from lesser concentrations, and about
10 minutes from the major concentration of hotel rooms by public mass
transportation, was used by conventions. The Commonwealth Armory,
about a 45-minute walk from the major concentration of hotel rooms,
about a 25-minute walk from the nearest concentration of any size and
a 15 to 20 minute ride by public mass transportation, is generally
unacceptable to conventions and receives comparatively little convention
use.2 Therefore, while it is probably safe to say that in Boston the
acceptable walking time-distance is greater than that in Los Angeles,
it is not very much greater. In Boston, the major concentration of
1Report to the County of Los Angeles, A. D. Little, Inc., Cambridge,
Mass., 1958, p. 4 and Appendix D.
2Edward C. Sherry, Director, Convention and Tourist Bureau,
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, interview, June 25, 1959. Also
Appendix K, "Hotel Rooms Pledged for Convention Use, Metropolitan
Boston."
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hotel rooms in metropolitan Boston is in downtown Boston. To assure
use for conventions, the opera house should be located 'Within the down-
town area.
Use of the opera house for conventions would provide a helpful and
perhaps necessary supplement to opera house revenues as estimates
summarized in Appendix D show. The chief advantage of this use of the
opera house would probably be to the community, for, "... employment
in hotels or theatres which cater to out of town customers ... is to
be classified as basic."2 Conventions not now being held in Boston,
but drawn by the new facility, would import to the Boston area between
$720,000 and $2,520,000 annually.3 Location of the opera house down-
town should assure convention use. That use would benefit both the
opera house and the community at large.
lAppendix K. Most of the hotels (including those in the major
concentration) are within the CBD.
2
Homer Hoyt, Principals of City Growth and Structure, mimeographed
copy (Rotch Library, M.I.T.), p. 8.
3Based on statistics of the International Association of Convention
Bureaus which indicate that the average expenditure per convention
delegate is $31.72 per day; see Appendix D, items 14 and 18, and I, i
above.
Low use: 2 weeks . 6 days/wk. - 2000 house . $30.00/day $ 720,000.
High use: 4 weeks 6 days/wk. * 3500 house - $30.00/day $2,520,000.
23
SECTION 4: Linkage and Concentration
There are other locational requirements for the opera house which
do not proceed from the proposal in an immediately apparent way. These
requirements are treated separately here although they are closely
related. The requirements are that the opera house be located close to
certain consumer services to which it is linked and that the location
be one of high persons concentration.
Necessary to a substantial part of those attending the opera house
is a place to eat, a place of quality comparable in its own sphere to
that of the theatrical or musical event which is to fill the rest of
the evening. Following Nelson's rule of compatibility, the opera
house may be expected to generate a demand for about 600 meals at each
full house performance, if this demand can be accommodated conveniently.
The measure of convenience is that the opera house and the restaurants
be close enough together that a vehicular trip between them is unneces-
sary. This would ordinarily mean a 5 or 10 minute walk as a maximum,
although it is possible (but not demonstrated) that if a pleasant path
were possible, a leisurely after-dinner walk to the opera might be
acceptable if it were not longer than 15 or 20 minutes. Perhaps in-
creasing business at restaurants, night clubs, and coffee shops is not
an important consideration for the proponents of the opera house.
However, in terms of these uses, their business increase or decrease,
and consequent ability to provide better or worse service to the
community, and ability to pay taxes makes location of the opera house
Richard Lawrence Nelson, The Selection of Retail Locations,
F. W. Dodge Corporation, New York, 1958, pp. 76-78.
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with these uses in mind important to them and to the community. Most
of the best restaurants in metropolitan Boston are in downtown Boston.
A downtown location for the opera house would tend to utilize more fully
than any other location the ability of the opera house to generate a
demand for these services.
John P. Stevenson of Arthur D. Little has said that a major con-
sideration in location of a facility of this sort is the amount of persons-
concentration.2 Mr. Stevenson said that the "walk-in trade" for a
facility of this sort was estimated at 10% to 20% in Los Angeles and
should be higher in Boston,3 and that it was quite possible that some
of the events proposed for the house would not use the house if this
increment of attendance were not assured through location. This aspect
of location is that of agglomeration, applicable here to location of
the opera house. For example, speaking of only two uses, Nelson says:
"Two compatible although different7 businesses located in close
proximity will show an increase in business volume directly proportionate
'Beans, Beef and Bourbon, A. R. and A. M. Riker, Lexington Press,
Lexington,Mass., 1955, pp. 10-17-
2 Interview, July 11, 1959. Mr. Stevenson worked on the Report to
the County of Los Angeles (see note 6), and his statements are based on
that work.
Assuming that the location in both cases was that of the highest
persons concentration in the metropolitan area. This would seem
reasonable in that Boston, with a metropolitan area population of 2.5
million has a much more vital- and populous- downtown, with about 350
thousand trips made to it daily (Boston City Planning Board) than Los
Angeles with a metropolitan population of 8 million and a downtown
which draws less daily trips than Boston ("We Have Seen the Future and
It Does Not Work," three articles by Harrison Salisbury, The New York
Times, f§archf 1959).
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to the incidence of total customer interchange between them ... " The
area in metropolitan Boston with the highest persons concentration is
the downtown Boston area, although there are extreme variations within
downtown. The area of highest concentration is the Central Business
District,2 where the same reservation holds although to a much less
extent. If it is correct that some of the events proposed for the opera
house will not use the house unless it is located in the area of highest
persons concentration, a downtown, or more specifically, Central Business
District location is a sine qua non. A Central Business District
location would be desirable from the point of view of the community at
large since it would tend to support activities at the economic core.3
Contact with those scheduling the proposed events would be .neces-
sary to determine whether a central location would be prerequisite to
use of the opera house by the events. The persons and events were
determined but were not contacted. Since this locational condition
was not a sole determinant, the locational condition of use was taken
as a strong probability.
1
Nelson. See note 44, p. 66.
2This is perhaps most easily demonstrated by the use of person-
trips data to various sub-areas within the downtown. In such a demon-
stration, the Central Business District stands out markedly from other
downtown areas. See for example, The Master Highway Plan for the Boston
Metropolitan Area, Chas. A. Maguire and Associates, Boston, Mass., 1948,
p. 42.
3or the point of view of a business writer on this matter, see
John Harriman "Brighton Center Aid to Boston?", The Boston Globe,
January 29, 1959.
4
See Appendix D, Section 3, "Performing Arts Events Proposed for
Opera House."
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SECTION 5: Summary
For each locational determinant investigated and summarized above,
the downtown Boston area of metropolitan Boston is the only satisfactory
location, with one exception. The single exception is the group which
would compose most of the audience at the performing arts events, and
in this case, the downtown area is within the high potential area for
this group and is, consequently, a satisfactory location although not
the only one.
Within downtown Boston are areas of high density residential use,
areas of manufacturing and wholesaling, areas of overlap between these
two, and the Central Business District. The CBD is generally not
characterized by either residential or manufacturing wholesaling uses,
although these uses do exist within the CBD, most frequently occurring
on the edges of the CBD, where what is Central Business District and
what is not is difficult to determine. Both residential uses and
manufacturing-wholesaling uses are incompatible with opera, on the
one hand because of the deleterious effect of heavy night-time traffic
generated by the opera house on residences and on the other, the
aesthetic and functional incompatibility between manufacturing and whole-
saling in matters of building type and use. The only broad area within
the downtown suitable for the opera house is the Central Business
District, given the reservations implicit above. The CBD is as satis-
factory as the downtown area generally in terms of the locational
requirements for the opera house, and is more satisfactory in terms of
See Appendix M, "Use Areas, Downtown Boston."
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higher transit access, persons concentration, and to a lesser extent,
proximity to hotel rooms pledged to convention usage.
The Central Business District of Boston appears to be the best
location in the Boston area for the proposed opera house, both from the
point of view of the opera house, its proponents and proposed users,
and the point of view of the community as a whole. Detailed analysis
of the CBD in terms of locational requirements and in terms of site
requirements is the subject of the next section.
CHAPTER 3: SITE
CHAPTER 3
SITE
SECTION 1: Aesthetic Considerations
At the level of site selection, in addition to the locational
requirements covered in the preceding section (and applied in this
section on a finer scale), considerations of cost and aesthetics are
applicable.
Since the proposed opera house is to be the setting for musical
and theatrical events of high artistic quality and, moreover, the build-
ing itself is, hopefully, to be one of unusual architectural merit, it
is fitting that the setting for the building be aesthetically satis-
factory. Since the building, once erected, will undoubtedly continue
to serve its original purpose for many years, there should be some
assurance that the area in which it is placed will continue to be
aesthetically satisfactory for some time into the future. There are a
number of places within the Central Business District that are both
aesthetically pleasant and comparatively stable, places which would in
1
these terms be satisfactory to the proponents of the opera house. From
the point of view of the community, the house might more profitably be
placed not merely to take advantage of a stable area, but to sustain a
declining area or act as a functional or architectural keystone in a re-
development area. The proposed opera house should be able to fill this
1One of these places, Copley Sq., was under consideration by the
proponents of the opera house before the Charles River site in Brighton
became available. See footnote 1 on page 7 above, esp. Banks and
Aldrich.
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role because of its unique functional and architectural importance.
This is an aspect of the proposal which is a windfall to the community.
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SECTION 2: Cost Considerations
The proponents of the opera house have set a $6,000,000 fund
raising goal. The construction of the opera house is estimated to
cost from $5,000,000 to $5,250,000. The balance, $750,000 to $1,000,000
would remain for acquisition of a site. The building coverage is esti-
mated at from 61,000 sq. ft. to 68,500 sq. ft.: a reasonable site size,
allowing design elbow room would be closer to two acres.2
An attempt was made to assess the feasibility of raising the
proposed sum for an opera house. An interview with a representative of
a fund raising organization indicated that raising the money would be
difficult.3 Against such a fund drive is the limited appeal and
consequent dependence upon few large donations, and the dependence on
corporate contributions evident throughout the country is not to be
relied on in this area. In favor of the drive is that the structure
has appeal as a monument to contributors' generosity and interest in
the arts; that, "... those involved are well heeled and willing to
pitch in;"4 that as a drive for capital funds, the goal will, if met,
avoid annual deficit drives. Relevant here are the estimates of use:5
the most conservative estimates indicate an excess of revenues overcosts
of $70,000 to $85,000, given use by all proposed functions. This is a
1See Chapter 1, Section 2 above, and footnote 1 on page 7 above.
2
See Appendix C, "Opera House, Construction Cost Estimates."
3
Lyman, J., James V. Lavin Co., Boston, Mass., fund raising
counsels.
4
Ibid.
5 See Appendix D.
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fairly narrow margin, considering the size of the operation, and
emphasizes the need of locating the house where the proposed functions
will in fact use it. In regard to the drive itself, it was the opinion
of the representative of the fund raising counsel that any reasonable
site would be accepted by contributors and not affect fund raising
possibilities. If the proponents can in fact raise the sum mentioned,
the problem will be finding, and acquiring a suitable site within the
price range stated above. As suggested by the fund raising counsel,
raising the sum will be difficult; raising all or part of it may be
impossible. In any case, the difficulty of acquiring a site of suitable
size in the right place might well turn out to be nearly impossible
especially in the Central Business District of Boston. The question
is, should public powers of land assembly and perhaps public land write
down or even, if need be, of land donation be used to supply a site
for the proposed opera house?
A complete answer to the question in law turned out to be unneces-
sary. Since the sites which appeared most desirable within the CBD
(discussed later in this section) were in redevelopment areas, the
question of use of public powers and monies solely to the benefit of the
opera house was not to point. The question then remains, as a govern-
mental-administrative problem.
The problem is compounded, since the subsidy, if one be found
necessary, will be borne by the City of Boston, while much of the
benefit of the house will accrue to those who come from other communi-
ties to attend events at the opera house. It is evident that the City
of Boston will benefit from the house. The house is classifiable as a
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basic activity; there will be dollar imports, supporting various uses
and hence the tax base of the City. Yet the dollars, although spent
initially in Boston will, because of the economic structure of the
metropolitan area, benefit the entire area and not Boston alone. The
dollars, since they will most likely be spent at existing places of
business, probably will not serve to increase the revenue to the City,
based as it is on the value of real property which does not respond
readily and immediately to the value of business carried on at the
property.
The internecine warfare between core city and the other political
subdivisions implicit in the preceding paragraph is paradoxical. From
the point of view of the core city, it is patently obvious that note only
does the core city give, it also takes; it is necessary to the surrounding
area, and the surrounding area is necessary to it. This is as it must be.
The position here is that in the total exchange, Boston has not supplied
something ordinarily expected of the core city, and that there are bene-
fits to the city itself deriving from location of the opera house.
Boston has never supplied that phenomenon of cities of the Western
World, a civic opera house.2 In this and related matters, the City of
Boston is unlike other cities in this country; in Boston, there is
little expenditure of public funds for cultural activities. This is
1See Chapter 2, Section 1 above, esp. conventions.
2The Memorial History of Boston, ed. J. Winsor, J. R. Osgood & Co.,
Boston, 1881, Part II, Vol. IV, Chapter VII, esp. pp. 428-464.
3Cultural Activities of Cities in the United States, Nolting, O.F.,
American Committee for International Municipal Cooperation, 1955, 16pp.,
tables.
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not to say that these activities have not occurred in Boston, for they
have. The conditions which supplied them, and made public expenditures
unnecessary exist even today, witness the proposal for the opera house.
It is to say that it is quite reasonable that Boston make what would be
no more than a partial contribution to the opera house in light of its
lack of contributions to this and similar activities in the past, and
in its role as core city supply to the community at large a means of
enriching the cultural life of the community. 1
Of benefit to the city is the ability of a major structure like the
opera house, with its potential for distinctive architectural treatment,
to serve as a stabilizing keystone in a redevelopment project. In these
terms, the opera house, stabilizing and used to help make and keep an
area more beautiful, serves a function beyond those made possible by
the structure itself. The value of the opera house is then value
beyond providing a structure for certain activities, for to it is
added part of the value of the area in which it is located. Further.,
it is quite likely, although difficult to demonstrate, that inclusion
of facilities like the opera house in downtown redevelopment may be an
extremely important factor in one of the principal problems faced by
the city: renewing residential areas in and near the core. A major
It is recognized that this statement is not in line with the
times, characterized somewhere as one of private wealth and public
poverty; that despite rising real incomes, almost any public expendi-
ture is opposed and subsidy of an opera house is almost sure to be, when
proposed as something culturally enriching. However, the statement is,
on this score, not invalid - it is merely unpopular.
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reason for living near to downtown is that it is "close to things." If
it is close only to places to work and to shop, one of the most
important "things" would be absent, and one of the most important
reasons for living close to downtown.
Nevertheless, the decision to place a non-taxpaying use like the
opera house in the Central Business District, a high cost-high return
area, is a difficult one even if land donation or subsidy proves
unnecessary. At least theoretically, the possibility exists that some
other use necessary in the complex of uses, a use which should be
located in the CBD and will pay for that location, may be displaced or
have a site more suitable for it than for the opera house preempted.
In fact, whatever theory might say, the demand by such uses for land in
the Boston CBD is not great; at least present redevelopment projects
will supply land in excess of demand.
For the same reason any hypothetical tax loss which might be
attributed to the opera house in the CBD is unfounded. The opera house
may well be the "highest and best use" for certain sites within the CBD.
William Ballard, real estate market consultant, speaking of the
proposed Government Center Project which is located within the CBD;
telephone interviews June and August, 1959.
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SECTION 3: Site Selection
Critical in the selection of a site within the CBD is the ability
of the circulation system around the site to absorb and disperse traffic
generated by the opera house. Traffic in the CBD during the day is
quite heavy, and the single weekday performance likely to be scheduled
at the house will almost inevitably be affected, although adjusting show
time might be a palliative as in the case of the Shubert Theatre.1
However, it is unlikely that this performance could avoid circulation
congestion anywhere in the high potential area during the peak hour: the
situation is unavoidable in the CBD or out of it. During the evening,
congestion occurs on shopping nights in the retail core area of the
CBD, and Friday and Saturday nights in the area around the Tremont St.-
Stuart St. intersection in the Park Sq.-South Cove area2 around which is
the greatest concentration of night-time activity in the CBD or in the
metropolitan area. However, the streets in both these areas operate at
substantially less than their highest daytime use and travel time for
that reason, should not be greatly inhibited.3 Movement of street
traffic, with the exception noted, is not critical. Storage of the
vehicles generated by the house is critical, as estimates of peak
evening use show. The estimates are based on prorating the results of
See footnote 2 on page 19 above.
2
See Appendix 0, "Boston Central Business District, Subdistrict
Names."
3Cordon Count Downtown Boston, Boston Traffic Commission, 1954,
see "Totals of Half Hourly Fluctuations of Vehicles Entering and
Leaving the Inner Cordon," breakdown by street, p. 4, esp. Washington
St. (Retail Core) and Tremont and Stuart Sts. (Entertainment Area).
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a survey of sample areas, since no comprehensive survey of night time
use of parking in the CBD has been made. The estimates are subject to
error on that account, and so the attempt was made to avoid showing
available spaces where they did not exist by generous use allocations.
These estimates indicate that three areas in the CBD have now or are
planned to have in the future enough parking spaces to meet opera house
generated demand in addition to other demands. 1
The areas are: the Central Office Area; the western, or Park Sq.
portion of the Park Sq.-South Cove Area after the proposed Boston
Common Underground Garage is built, but not unless it or a similar
facility is constructed in the area; and the proposed Government Center
Area. It is to be noted that the proposed Prudential Center, despite
a seemingly substantial allocation of planned spaces, will be short of
spaces.2 The reason is that the demand created by the proposed muni-
cipal auditorium on the site will be in excess of the planned supply.3
In general, these three areas meet the accessibility requirements of
the other groups of users: proximity to the major concentration of
hotel rooms pledged to convention use and proximity to mass transpor-
tation.5
1See Appendix 0-1, "Downtown Boston Parking Use Survey" and 0-2,
"Boston CBD Parking Use Estimates by Subareas."
2 1n light pf the desire, at one time, of the opera house proponents
to locate the opera house at the Center. See footnote 1 on page 7 above.
3Final Report to the City of Boston Auditorium Commission, A. D.
Little, Inc., Cambridge, Mass., 98 p. 29.
14
See Appendix P, "Boston CBD: Areas within Walking Distance of the
Major Concentration of .Hotel Rooms Pledged to Convention Use."
5See Appendix Q, "Boston CBD: Areas within Walking Distance of
Mass Transit Stations."
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A. The Office Area
Placing the opera house in the Office Area would be of functional
advantage to neither the opera house nor the area. For the most part,
the buildings in the area are tall and set shoulder to shoulder along
narrow curved streets; whatever aesthetic contribution the opera
house might make would be likely to be lost, the potentiality of joining
with other structures to make a strong and satisfying architectural
statement wasted. There is a real possibility that the opera house
could be "lost" in the area.
There are land acquisition problems as well. The opera house may
be able to afford as much as $750,000 to $1,000,000 for land, acquired
and cleared. This amounts to.$9.40 to $12.50 a foot. For the most
part, acquisition costs alone are greater than this in the office area.
In the event that the opera house proponents cannot raise the money or
acquire a site through the usual market, the use of public powers and
money for land acquisition is unlikely in the absence of strong
arguments to site the opera house in the area.
B. The Park Sq.-South Cove Area
Functionally, the opera house would both benefit from and contri-
bute to the Park Sq. Area. The area is now the site of a concentration
of entertainment activity and the benefits of agglomeration would accrue
to both existing activities and the opera house. Particularly, there
are a number of good restaurants in and near the area.2 The possibility
lAssuming assessed value is equal to cost of acquisition. See
Appendix R-l.
2See Appendix L.
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of convention use, with its consequent contribution to opera house and
community purse are unexcelled, since the major block of hotels pledged
to convention use is in the area itself. The extremely close proximity
of hotels to opera house is of special advantage to both. The hotels,
in their dependence on convention trade, may be hurt by the siting of
the new municipal auditorium, primarily a convention facility, at some
distance from them (approximately a mile) and close to what will become
a sizeable block of hotels when the planned Prudential hotel is erected.
Siting the opera house near this existing block of hotels will lessen
the possibility of injury. The advantage to the opera house is that
it need not supply smaller meeting rooms which usually accompany large
convention space as it might have to do in another location to attract
convention use, since smaller rooms of various sizes are available in
the hotels.1
Transit access to the area is good, and may be improved since an
additional line has been proposed to run through the area, with one
station to be within the Park Sq. area itself.2 Within the area are
a number of bus terminals which serve the cities and towns outside
the service area of the Metropolitan Transit Authority, which operates
the mass transit lines. However, there is a possibility that these
bus terminals may be relocated.
1 See Appendix A.
2
Robert Murphy, Transportation Section, Boston City Planning
Board.
3Melvin Levine, Regional Center Section, Boston City Planning
Board.
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The Park Sq.-South Cove area is, on its southern boundary, the
edge of the CBD. This part of the area is characterized by mixed uses
and is generally shoddy and unkempt, and unsuitable, aesthetically, for
the opera house. The costs of land in the northern section of the area
2
are well beyond the means of the opera house. The relocation and
consolidation of the bus terminal facilities could conceivably, in a
combined action of taking and compensation, construction of a union
terminal, and resale at writedown or land donation for all or part of
the site to the opera house, make the land available. The problems
and possibilities of this course of action were not explored since a
better possibility exists within the area.
The Park Sq.-South Cove area has been designated by the Boston
City Planning Board as one of the 'action areas' within the CBD. The
action indicated is a combination of redevelopment and rehabilitation.
Present plans call for scheduling the action in the latter part of the
1960's.3 Although in the (unlikely) event that market demand warrants
it, submission for project approval could occur within 2 or 3 years.k
The possibility of redevelopment is the possibility of placing the
1See Appendix M.
2 See Appendix R-2.
3Joseph Savitsky, Regional Center Section, Boston City Planning
Board . Mr. Savitsky is charged with planning for the CBD, and pro-
posals for Park Sq.-South Cove quoted here are in accordance with a
general plan for the CBD.
4 Lloyd Sinclair, Boston Redevelopment Authority. The reservation
is made in light of an unreleased market study for the proposed Govern-
ment Center.
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opera house in a design complex, to mutual advantage. Avoided are the
dangers of placing the opera house in an area of structures older and
more liable to obsolescence and deterioration with consequent dele-
terious effect on the opera house. There is also the possibility that
land costs after redevelopment may be within the budget of the opera
house,1 and there is at least the possibility of land donation or write-
down beyond the usual redevelopment write-down if this proves necessary.2
In either event, problems of land acquisition would be simplified.
In general, the area appears to have excellent possibilities.
There are two problems, parking and scheduling. In the event that the
Boston Common underground garage is not constructed, or some other
parking facility, perhaps through redevelopment, (although it need not
be as large as the proposed underground garage or located under the
Common) there will be a shortage of spaces in the area made more acute
by addition of the opera house. In terms of the group which would make
up the bulk of the audience at the performing arts events the potential
of the area would be reduced to close to zero. There is no assurance
that the under-the-Common garage will be constructed; presumably the
project is being held up by uncertainties of cost and revenue.3 if
lBased on an assumed similarity to the situation discussed below,
that of the Government Center.
2
Lloyd Sinclair, Boston Redevelopment Authority, quoting Kane
Simonian, Director of the Authority.
3This is hypothetical. No information is available from the
Boston Common Underground Garage Authority. There are, however, no
other apparent obstacles.
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this is the case, opera house generated use might tip the scale in
favor of revenue. No estimates as to this possibility could be made
in absence of necessary data, however. Possibilities of supplying
parking through redevelopment are also uncertain, since detailed plans
for the area have not been made.
The proponents of the opera house have set as a goal the year
1965 to begin construction. The Boston City Planning Board has tenta-
tively set action in the area for the late 1960's; land would not be
available until about 1970. To utilize the possibilities - both for the
opera and the community - adjustment would have to be made in one of
these schedules. It may be possible to do a project in the Park Sq.-
South Cove area scheduled over 10 years, the present statuatory limit.
Establishing the feasibility of that procedure is a complex process,
however, and was not explored.
The problems proceed from scheduling two actions which are in
fact planned, and the scheduling should be clarified as time goes on.
If the opera house schedule may - or must - be altered, the problems
may settle themselves, and the excellent possibilities of an opera
house site in the Park Sq.-South Cove area utilized.
C. Government Center
The proposed Government Center in Boston is a redevelopment
project, the primary intention of which is to provide suitable sites
The same situation holds true for the bus terminal possibility,
scheduling of that proposal and the garage proposal v. the opera house
proposal.
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for certain governmental structures, city, county state and federal.
Also proposed are sites for office use, and preservation of a part of
the area for historic reasons. One of the fundamental objectives of
the plan is, "To give Boston a new civic square, a new focus of
community pride and activity." There is the possibility of a site for
an opera house on the square.2 So siting the house on the square would
serve to enhance the square as a "focus of community pride and activity,"
extending the activity into the night. This would not be without value,
for the square although a monument by day is in some danger of resembling
a mausoleum by night. As a gateway to the city at night, with the opera
house it may be richly lighted, and welcoming; without it, at the best
a more open maw than the usual city cavern at night. An opera house,
by itself, might not be able to solve the problem. At least it would
be a long step in the direction of a solution.
In this aspect of the situation lies one of the chief problems
of locating the opera house in the Government Center, as well as one
of the chief possibilities. The area may be "dead" at night. However,
3500 people should have no problem creating the impression of much
movement. This, in combination with the comings and goings induced by
a relocated restaurant or two, open to capture the opera business,
added to skillful lighting of the square itself should serve to quicken
the square by night as well as by day.
lGovernment Center - Boston, Adams, Howard & Greeley, et al.,
Boston, 1959, p. 10.
2
See Appendix S, "Proposed Government Center,"
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Siting the opera house on the square would also serve continuing
notice of the community's interest in the arts as well as in democracy,
law and bureaucracy. Indeed, whatever the advantages of a design
complex of structures to be used for the most part as offices govern-
mental and non-governmental, there would seem to be an important element
lacking. It is often difficult to see in the city with all its
impressively housed machinery for regulAting, for getting and for
spending any reason - beyond the most immediate - why the activity is
going on. As in the city, so it may be in the Center. The opera house
could serve, by day, as a reminder of the value of leisure and the
values of leisure.
From the point of view of the opera house, the advantage of siting
in a design complex and one in which there is long term assurance
against blight is strong. The area is well served by mass transit and
by roads. There is to be parking in excess of opera demand at night,
although shortage for the weekday matinee will be substantial. This
situation cannot be avoided anywhere within the CBD, however. There
are two major restaurants in the immediate vicinity.
There are two major hotels in the area; the site is within about
15 minutes walk of over half the hotel rooms pledged for convention
use, both existing and proposed, including the major concentration of
those rooms. There is also a mass transit route between the major
concentration and the site, offering three-stop, frequent service with
a 7 to 10 minute trip time.
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Land costs for the site are estimated at $800,000,1 a sum within
the estimated budget of the opera house. The cost is not an absolute
requirement; if it proves necessary, there is a possibility of write-
2
down below the usual redevelopment write-down or of land donation
although sale to taxable uses would be preferred.
In summary, the site although not offering all the possibilities
of Park Sq.-South Cove, and not without its own problems, seems satis-
factory both from the point of view of the opera house, and the point
of view of the community.
lSee footnote 1 on page 34 above.
2See footnote 2 on page 40 above.
3See footnote 1 on page 34 above.
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SECTION 4: Summary
The working hypothesis of the investigation of the proposal for a
new opera house for metropolitan Boston was that some locations and
sites are better than others, not only from the point of view of the
opera house but from the point of view of the community at large. The
investigation yielded two possible locations, the Park Sq.-South Cove
area and the proposed Government Center, both in the Boston CBD.
Neither one of the locations is completely satisfactory. They do,
however, come close to fulfilling the requirements which were developed.
The Government Center is somewhat more satisfactory than the Park Sq.-
South Cove area, largely because of timing. If the problems of timing
can be overcome, the latter location would be preferable.
It was intended that the thesis be a testing of a problem central
to planning: balancing the requirements of a single use against the re-
quirements of the community as a whole. Using a particular proposal for
a particular use made detailed investigation possible, and consequently
greater revelations of the problems and possibilities involved. Using
a use like the opera house, an important use, a prototypical use, made
possible retention of general applicability and usefulness.
SUPPLEMENT: THE CHARLES RIVER SITE
SUPPLEMENT
THE CHARLES RIVER SITE
Current plans place the opera house at a 16 acre site on the
Charles River in the Brighton district of Boston. This site, now
mostly open land, is owned by the Metropolitan District Commission,
which commission is empowered to supply recreational facilities for
a number of cities and towns in metropolitan Boston. MeBAC (Metro-
politan Boston Arts Center, Inc.)3 is leasing the land from the MDC.
The MDC has constructed a summer tent theatre which, under MeBAC
control, housed legitimate theatre during the summer of 1959. In
addition to altering the theatre to make it suitable for performances
in the winter, initial plans of MeBAC call for an art gallery, a
restaurant and the opera house.
See Chapter 1, Sec. 2 above and Appendix T.
2
By Ch. 92 of the General Laws of Massachusetts. This parti-
cular agreement is made under Ch. 627 of the Acts of 1957. Although
the statutes make clear that the recreational facilities the MDC is
intended to supply are physical recreational facilities as this pro-
posed facility clearly is not, no test is anticipated by Harvey Wier,
attorney and legal counsel to the NDC (interview, June 1959).
3See Chapter 1, Sec. 2 above. Set up under Ch. 180, Sec. 2 of
the General Laws, which provides for certain charitable corporations.
4By an, "... indenture made ... between the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, acting by and through the Metropolitan District
Commission (hereinafter called the Lessor), and Metropolitan Boston
Arts Center, Inc., a Massachusetts charitable corporation (herein-
after called the Lessee)," dated January 20, 1959.
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The decision to add the opera house to the other facilities pro-
posed for the site was based on the following opinions: the site is
exceptionally well located in terms of those who would attend the sort of
events proposed for the house; the site is good from the point of view of
transportation, parking can be made available and there will be no traffic
congestion; the site is aesthetically desirable in itself and the size of
the site allows for construction of a number of buildings, of which the
opera house would be, one, as a design unit; and the land would cost
nothing. 1
Examination of the site and its general location determined that the
site is suitable for the opera house neither from the point of view of the
opera house as it is proposed nor from the point of view of the community.
The opinions upon which the decision to place the opera house at the
Charles River Site are, almost without exception, incorrect, although it
should be said that on the face of it they appeared to be reasonable
enough.
Those who are proposed to attend the opera house are made up of
three disparate groups with different geographic distributions and
different transportation requirements. The determination of these groups
and their accessibility requirements is treated above.2 In terms of
the first group, the site is within the area of highest potential for
audiences for performing arts events.3 Since this group would arrive
by private automobile, for the most part, the ability of the location
-or sources see Chapter 1, Sec. 2 above, particularly N. Aldrich
and T. Banks.
2Chapter 2, Secs. 1, 2 and 3.
3See Chapter 2, Sec. 1; and Appendix T, inset Location Map.
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to absorb and disperse that traffic generated by the house is an
important factor.
On the basis of a survey of the site in which it was determined
that it took 13 minutes to move approximately 450 cars from the
location, it is estimated that it will take about 40 minutes to disperse
the street traffic generated by a full house at the opera house, and
combined opera house and theatre traffic in about an hour, not including
employees and assuming good driving conditions.1 Through traffic on
the road (Soldier's Field Rd. a major east-west highway) was stopped for
substantial periods to allow egress of theatre patrons. For most of
the egress period, the traffic was congested, a situation which would
presumably exist in more extreme form if the opera house were to be
located at the site. Placing the opera house on the site would cause
traffic congestion in rather extreme form, removing by that placement
1
3500 seat proposed opera house'= 1350 cars. 450 cars 1350 cars
2.6 persons/car 13 minutes x minutes
x =39 minutes
3500 seat opera house + 1800 seat theatre ='2050 cars
2.6 persons/car
450 cars = 2050 cars
13 minutes x minutes
x 59 minutes
Egress survey August 5, 1959. Persons per car survey July 10, 1959
(see Appendix H).
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one of the stated advantages of the site.
Parking sufficient to meet the demands, of both opera house and
theatre proposed for the site (and assuming that the art gallery would
generate no traffic during show times) would require about 2000 spaces
or, at 300 sq. ft. per space about 14 acres for parking. Since the
complex as presently planned is to occupy about 6 acres, about four
additional acres will have to be supplied. The required acreage can
be supplied on land currently owned by the MDC land which is adjacent
to the site, by clearing, filling swamp and blacktopping the land between
the river and the road for about a third of a mile above and below the
2
planned complex. This could decrease what aesthetic advantages the
site now has.
The MeBAC group has proposed acquiring off-site land for parking,
which would tend to reduce the possibility of aesthetic damage from
this source. One of the parcels proposed to be acquired for this
purpose is the Smith Playground of the City of Boston. However, this
playground is now a part of a group of playfields serving the Brighton
section of Boston which just meet minimum area standards. In light
of this and the difficulty of acquiring another suitable tract to replace
this facility, it would seem not in the best interest of the community
1
Department of Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads, Parking Guide
for Cities, U. S. Government Printing Office, 1956, p. 124.
Edward Barry, Assistant to MDC Commissioners and Benjamin Fink, Director
of Parks Engineering, MDC, interviews. June 1959.
2
See Appendix T.
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to give the playfield over to parking. The only feasible alternative
would seem to be acquisition of land other than the playfield across
the road from the site. Use of this land will increase congestion by
impairing traffic to and from the site itself through conflict of
pedestrian and vehicular traffic and will require modification of the
opinion that the site costs nothing. However, there is vacant land in
the area and most of the structures are wood frame or one level concrete
block so acquisition and clearance costs should not be extremely high
and would be, in any case, necessary to preserve some beauty of the
2
site.
The second group of proposed users are those who would attend
special performances at reduced rates and those who would attend school
3
graduations at the opera house. This group requires public transpor-
tation access. In view of the findings discussed above, especially
experience with the children's performance offered at the summer
theatre, this site will not satisfy the accessibility requirements of
this part of the proposed users of the house. Since widening the
attendance base is not only an announced aim of the proponents of the
1
Morrison, Jane, Community Facilities Section, Boston City
Planning Board, interviews, July 1959.
2
Insurance Maps of Boston, Sanborn Map Co., New York, 1929 revised
to 1957, Volume: Brighton. For example, the assessment on assessors'
blocks 4 and 4aI (excluding parcels of land at 1200 Soldiers Field Rd.
juifg. plant7 and 1170 Soldiers Field Rd. fadio station7 which might be
expensive to acquire), a total of about four acres, is assessed for
about $40,000, land and buildings: records of the Assessing Department
of the City of Boston, ward and blocks cited.
See Chapter 2, Sec. 2 above.
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house,1 but is of general benefit to the community, any location which
does not meet the accessibility requirements of this group must be
considered unsatisfactory.
The site is between four and five miles away from the major
concentration of hotel rooms in the area and convention use of the opera
house at the site is unlikely.2 Despite the fact that this use is not
the primary proposed use for the opera house and might not unreasonably
be eliminated, in view of the benefits this use would have in assuring
that the opera house would operate in the black, an attempt should be
3
made to locate the house where this use is much more likely. From
this point of view, the site is not satisfactory to the community since
it will not make possible the dollar imports - to community benefit -
as treated above.4
Neither is the site likely to utilize the full generating potential
of the house for consumer services. This is a matter perhaps of no
more than inconvenience to those attending events at the opera house;
it is of some consequence to these uses and, indirectly to the community
at large.5
1This is a condition of the lease between MDC and MeBAC, Inc.
See footnote 4, p. 46 above, the lease, Sec. 3, p. 2.
2
See Chapter 2, Sec. 3 above. Mr. Sherry cited in that section
said that the opera house at this site would receive no convention use.
3See Chapter 3, Sec. 2, with special reference to the importance
of this to successful fund raising; also Appendix D.
4
See Chapter 2, Sec. 3.
5See Chapter 2, Sec. 4.
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The area is not an area of high persons-concentration and there
is the possibility that the house might not be used by the events pro-
posed to use it, or given that use be more lightly attended than in
another location. However, this has not been determined, so not
certain judgement can be made in the matter.
The aesthetic advantages of the site, among the factors that
decided the proposal to place the opera house there, seem unclear and
short term. The area across the road from the site is zoned for
2
business use and is proposed for industrial use. This proposal, if
it were no more than the acknowledgement of a trend, would be signifi-
cant. It is reasonable to expect that this field of observation, with
the site as a viewing point, will become less desirable than at present.
Blacktopping of a considerable part of the site for parking cannot but
limit the chances of reaching the goal of those proposing the site for
this use: a design complex set in parkland.
Parkland is at a premium in the urban area. Since once parkland
is removed in an intensively used area, it is unlikely to be replaced,
it should be removed only when a clear advantage to the community
exists. No such advantage can be demonstrated in this case. The site
seems to be unworkable for the uses proposed; to transfer open land to
1
Ibid.
2
Zoning Map of the City of Boston, Boston City Planning Board
Office, Ward 22. Boston City Planning Board, General Plan for Boston,
Preliminary Report, Boston, December 1950, Map: Proposed Land Use.
53
this use especially on the banks of a river - a natural open recreation
area - now taken over by roads for much of its length seems to be
pre-emption of land by a less suitable use. Placing the opera house
here would not utilize the peripheral benefits the opera house could
have on other uses.1
In summary, the Charles River site in Brighton now proposed for
the opera house seems to be unsatisfactory for that use both from the
point of view of the opera house and its proponents and proposed users
and from the point of view of the community at large.
See Chapter 2, Sec. 4 and Chapter 3, Secs.1 and 2 above.
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APPENDIX A
RENTAL FACILITIES FOR GROUP MEETINGS; BOSTON, MASS.
SOURCE: Listing, Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, Tourist and Convention Bureau.
Rental Arrangements: Survey, June 3, 4, 1959
Seating, Small Rooms
Name of Facility Address Main Hall Rental* Capacity Advance Rental Arrangements
No. Persons in dollars No. (persons)
Bradford Hotel
Boston Arena
Boston Garden
Cadet Corps Armory
Dorothy Quincy Suite
Horticultural Hall
John Hancock Hall
Jordan Hall
N.E. Mutual Hall
Sheraton Plaza
Statler Hilton
Symphony Hall
275 Tremont
238 St. Botolph
North Station
105 Arlington
200 Berkely
300 Mass. Ave.
200 Berkely
30 Gainsboro
225 Clarendon
Copley Sq.
Park Sq.
251 Huntington
Municipal Auditorium-Prudential
Boston Opera House
Colonial Theatre
Majestic Theatre
343 Huntington
96-108 Boylston
221 Tremont
2400
7200
14000
3000
800
1000
1100
1019
913
1150
1520
2631
7000
2944
1643
1667
$350-$500
I.N.A.
**
$400
$125-$350
$300
$175-$400
$200
$125-$140
I.N.A.
$300-$600
$750
11
21
4
23
2
30-650 4-6 months
I.N.A.
Summer 2 months. Winter booked.
60 Precedence to fall shows;
other 1 month
1 year
00-400 - 6 to 8 months
1 year
Precedence to recitals;
other 1 month
350 6 to 8 months
60-250 I.N.A.
20-100 6 to 12 months
- Precedence to Symphony;
other 4-6 months
I .N.A.
Demolished
$1,000
N.A.
N.A.
* Where range is shown, lowest figure is weekday, highest weekend night.
** "Four Wall" (Heated, Lighted & Maintained) Rental: $3,000. Prefer percent of gross.
I.N.A. Information not available.
N.A. Facility not rented for group meetings. 0\
APPENDIX A (Continued)
Name of Facility Address
Seating,
Main Hall
No. Persons
Rental*
in dollars
Small Rooms
Capacity
No. (persons)
Advance Rental Arrangements
Metropolitan Theatre
Shubert Theatre
Plymouth Theatre
Wilbur Theatre
Proposed Opera House
268 Tremont
265 Tremont
127 Stuart
252 Tremont
4700
1605
1480
1227
N.A. winter, short time
other seasons
$750
N.A.
N.A.
3000-3500
* Where range is shown, lowest figure is weekday, highest weekend night.
*** Rented only under unusual circumstances. - Mr. Nair, Manager.
N.A. Facility not rented for group meetings.
APPENDIX B
METROPOLITAN THEATRE, BOSTON, MASS.
Sources: Atlas of the City of Boston, GoW. Bromley Co., Philadelphia, 1938,
Volume Boston rpiF and Back Bay, Plate 14.
Insurance a of Boston, Sanborn Map Co., New York, 1929 revised to
1957, Volume 1 isuth, Plate 58.
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APPENDIX C
OPERA HOUSE; CONSTRUCTION COST
1. Estimate Based on Cost of Opera House Proposed for Los Angeles
SOURCES: Arthur D. Little, Inc., Report to the Count of Los
Angeles, Cambridge, Mass., 1956 ~~pp. 39, 40.
Engineering News Record, BCI, McGraw-Hill, New York,
1959
Area/Seat Area Cost
Section of Structure No. Seats (in sq._ft.) (in sq. ft.)_ (,per sq._ft.) Total Cost
A. Los Angeles Estimates
Orchestra 2150 31.2,
First Balcony 1850
Second Balcony 850 29.75 59,568
Boxes 312
4162
Stage House - 16,000
Foundation - 68,000
B. Estimate for Proposed House, Boston, 3000 seats, pro-rated from A.
Orchestra
Balconies & Boxes
1500
1500
3000
Stage House
Foundation
30
30
45,000
45,000
16,000
45,000
$44.00
$22.00
$16'50
$16-50
$45.00
$25.00
$15.00
$15.00
$2,020,000
1,120,000
240,000
670,000$4,6000
Building Coverage is equal to area of orchestra plus stage house: 61,000 sq. ft.
\10
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APPENDIX C (Continued)
Area/Seat Area Cost
Section of Structure No. Seats (in sq. ft.) (in sq. ft.) (per sq. ft.) Total Cost
C. Estimate for Proposed 0pera House Boston, 3500 seats, pro-rated from A.
Orchestra
Balconies & Boxes
Stage House
Foundation
1750
1750
3500
30
30
52,500
52,500
16,000
52,000
$45.00
$45.00
$15.00
$15-00
$2,360,000
1,310,000
240,000
790,000
$4,700,000
Building Coverage is equal to area of orchestra plus stage house: 68,500 sq. ft.
BCI 3000 seats 3500 seats
ENR Building Cost Index 1956 . Cost 1956 = 490 -- $4,060,00 = $4,700,ooo
ENR Building Cost Index 1959 Cost 1959 550 $4,450,000 $5,250,000
2. Estimate Based on Cost of Former Boston Opera House
SOURCES: City of Boston, Building Department.
Engineering News Record, Building Cost Index,
McGraw-Hill, New York, 1959
The former Boston Opera House, seating 2900,was built in 1908 at a cost of $750,000, according to
records of the Building Department of the City of Boston. This cost was up-dated by using the ENR
BCI. Mid-year values for 1908 and 1959 were approximated by straight line projection.
ENR Building Cost Index 1908 . Cost 1908 - 98 = 750,000
EhR Building Cost Index 1959 Cost 1959 550 $V,200,000,
This up-dating served as a rough check on the estimates summarized in Appendix C, Section 1, on the
previous page.
01\
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APPENDIX D
OPERA HOUSE; COST-REVENUE ESTIMATES
SECTION 1. Income Based on House Renting. Sources as noted.
Per wk. No. wks. Total
1. Opera
2. Local opera
3. Ballet
4. Touring companies
$ 9,000
4,500
9,000
3 $ 27,000
3
2
13,500
18,000
15,000 4 60,000
12 $100,500
6. Operation and interior maintenance
7.
8. Building maintenance (1% of $4,000,000)
9.
10. Income from concession lease
11.
12. If school use at no fee, op. and maint.
13.
14. If minimum convention use
Op. and maint.
Concession
9,000
3,200
1,500
9,000
3,200
1,500
18. If maximum convention use
Op. and maint.
Concession
2 $ 18,000
2
2
(6,400)
3,000
$ 69,400
4 $ 36,000
4
4
(12,800)
6,000
$ 84,000
5.
3,200 12 (38,400)
$ 8o,loo
(40,000)
$ 40,000
18,000
$ 58,000
(3,200)
$ 54,800
1,500
3,200
12
1
15.
16.
17.
19.
20.
21.
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APENDIX D (Continued)
1. Opera here treated as a rental for inclusion in this estimate although
the Opera Association may sponsor the Metropolitan under special
arrangements.*
2. Local opera, operating on a non-profit or marginal basis must have
reduced rental in order to utilize the proposed facility.
3. The ballet companies' are to be accommodated on the same basis as the
opera.*
4. Booking of touring companies is a delicate problem since charges of
competition with commercial-houses are possible. The high rental
figure (set in accordance with current commercial scales (Appendix
A) minimizes the advantage to touring companies of the proposed house
over others. Norton thinks that the proposed house will bring
companies like "My Fair Lady" to Boston, companies which otherwise
would not appear here at all.*
5. Gross revenue from musical-theatrical events, a sum of so-called
"four-wall" rentals which include the building heated, lighted and
with janitorial service.
6. Items under four wall rental, in 5 above.
7. Subtotal
8. Building maintenance, an estimated 1% of building cost annually.
(The present plan calls for the MDC to assume this item.)
9. Subtotal.
10. Income from concessions, estimates based on Little Los Angeles report,
p. 42. This amount could be increased substantially (no estimates) if
alcoholic beverages could be sold, but this is prohibited to non-profit
corporations. Ch. 180, Sec. 27 of the General Laws of Massachusetts.
11. Net income, if no attempt is made to reduce admittance charges. Since
exemption from federal taxation depends upon such reduction, and it is
the announced intention of the proponents of the Opera House to so
reduce prices for school childreq this amount is to be reduced or
cancelled.
12. One of the justifications for exemption from taxation, a net loss of
$3,200 per year. This item is not relevant except for locations in
downtown Boston. - Haley, W. Superintendent of Schools, Boston, Mass.
in an interview, June 29, 1959.
*Norton, Elliot, (Drama Critic, Boston Hearst Papers) made estimates
of use. Interview, June 1959. See also Sec. 3 of this appendix.
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13. Total income over expenditures. See Item 11 above.
14. Estimate of Sherry, E., Director, Convention and Tourist Bureau,
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, Interview, June 25, 1959.
15. See 6 above.
16. See 10 above.
17. Net after operating, minimum convention rentals.
18. Estimates based on convention experience in Boston as reported in
Greater Boston Business, Vol. 50, No. 6, June 1959, p. 100ff. and
Los Angeles estimates, Report to the County of Los Angeles, p. 56.
In Boston, approximately 3% of the~400 conventions held annually are
major conventions. Los Angeles estimates that the new facilities
there will increase the major conventions 120% above the present. If
Boston, offering the same combination of facilities, can expect the
same sort of increase, then a total of 26 groups will come to Boston
annually. Of these, approximately 35% (see note 5) or 9 groups
require facilities similar to those offered by the opera house. With
an average of 3 meetings per group of the entire membership, with
meetings on 6 days of the week, about 4.5 weeks of convention may be
expected. Since conventioneering is increasing, this number is likely
to increase over time.
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SECTION 2. Income Based on a Percent of Gross Revenue.
SOURCE: Use estimates, see Section 1. Percent of gross
figures, Aaron Richman in Boston Herald, April 13,
1959.
A. Low Estimate: 3000 seat house, 15% of gross, average seat
cost $3.00.
3000 seats @ $3.00
7 performances/week
12 weeks legitimate
@ 15%
Revenue, legitimate
Operation & Maintenance
Subtotal
Revenue, conventions
Operation & Maintenance
Subtotal
TOTAL
$ 9,000.00 per performance gross
63,000.00 per week gross
760,000.00 per season gross
$124,000.00
$124,000.00
(80,000.00)
55,000.00
(8,000.00)
$40,000.00
47,000.00
$87,000.00
B. High Estimate: 3500 seat house, 30% of gross, average seat
cost $4.00.
3500 seats @ $4.00
7 performances/week
12 weeks legitimate
@ 30%
Revenue, legitimate
Operation & Maintenance
Subtotal
$ 14,000.00
98,000.00
1,180,000.00
355,000.00
per performance gross
per week gross
per season gross
per season net
$ 355,000.00
(80,000.00)
$275,000.00
Revenue, conventions 55,000.00
Operation & Maintenance (8,000.00)
Subtotal
TOTAL
47,000.00
322,000.00
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C. Private operation: effect of property tax. Assumed 100%
valuation and tax rate of $100.00/$1,000.00. No account taken
of effect of other taxes.
a. Land and improvement value $5,000-00
$5,000,000.00 @ $100.00/$1,000.00, annual tax $500,000.00
b. Land and improvement value $6,000,000.00
$6,000,000.00 @ $100.00/$1,000.00, annual tax $600,000.00
Property tax alone of the taxes would cause private operation at
a substantial deficit. Compare these estimates to Appendix D,
Sec. 1 and to A. and B. of this section.
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SECTION 3. Estimates of Performing Arts Use of the Proposed Opera House
SOURCE: Norton, Elliot, Drama Critic, Boston Hearst news-
papers, interview, June 1959, and extrapolations of
current rentals (Appendix A).
These estimates are based on the assumption that the proposed
facility will be flexible enough to meet the varying requirements
of those listed below. This might not be enough to assure use
(see Chapter 2, Sec. 4 of the text, esp. "Concentration"), and to
be checked, contact would have to be made with the groups concerned.
. Opera:
Metropolitan Opera Company (R. Bing)
The Boston Opera Group (Sarah Caldwell)
New England Opera (Boris Goldovsky)................. 6 weeks
. Ballet:
New York City Ballet (Jean Dalrymple)
American Ballet Theatre (Lucia Chase)
(also Sol Hurok)................ 2 weeks
. Touring companies:
Sol Hurok; H. Levin (producer of "My Fair Lady")
and William Judd of the Columbia Concert Bureau.
Light opera touring: E. Lester of the Los Angeles
Light Opera.......................................4 weeks
12 weeks
APFENDIX E
DISTRIBUTION OF POTENTIAL AUDIENCE FOR PERFORMING ARTS EVENTS; METROPOLITAN BOSTON
Sources as noted.
1.
Symphony
Sat. Series
NT a_,
Income
$10,000
Nr
Symphony
Major
Blocks
4 No. d.
I. A 7'J.Jo I.
Income
Major
Blocks
No.
o. ._No.
Trip Time
to
Symphony
c (minutes)
Beverly
Boston
Downtown
Back Bay
South End
Roxbury Crossing
Grove Hall
Dorchester
Dorchester Center
Uphams Corner
Mattapan
South Boston
East Boston
Charlestown
Roxbury
Jamaica Plain
Roslindale
West Roxbury
(State House)
Allson
Brighton
Hyde Park
Cambridge
Chelsea
Everett
Lynn
Malden
1
(110)
29
47
2
2
4
0
5
0
4
0
0
0
1
3
1
2
0
10
0
34
1
1
4
1
.25
(27.50)
7.25
11.75
,50
.50
1.00
.0
1.25
.0
1.00
.0
.0
.0
.25
.75
.25
.50
.0
2.50
.0
8.50
.25
.25
1.0
.25
240
520
985
75
40
295
145
400
150
215
150
100
85
100
325
230
285
170
575
150
1335
320
160
520
405
1.7 29
3.3 47
12.0
20.0
520
985
6.o
11.0
9
7
58 9.0
140 20.0
1.3
1.9
4.5 34 14.0 1335 14.0 13 102 15.0
1.7
Income
Trip Time
No. '
Annual
rate of
Growth
(Percent)
Income
$10,000
1965
Number
2900
2700
1400
ON
e .
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l. 2. 3. 4. 5. b- 7. 8.
Symphony Income Trip Time Income Annual Income
Symphony Income Major Major to .- rate of $10,000
Sat. Series $10,000 Blocks Blocks Symphony Trip Time Growth 1965
No. % No. % No. % No. % (minutes) No. % (Percent) Number
Medford
Melrose
Newton
Peabody
Quincy
Revere
Salem
Somerville
Waltham
Woburn
Arlington
Ashland
Bedford
Belmont
Braintree
Brookline
Burlington
Canton
Cohasset
Concord
Danvers
Dedham
Dover
Framingham
Hamilton
Hingham
Hull
Lexington
Lincoln
Lynnfield
2
0
63
0
6
2
1
3
2
0
2
0
0
7
0
64
0
1
0
1
1
3
0
1
1
1
4
3
0
.50
.0
15-75
.0
1.50
.50
.25
.75
.50
.0
.50
.0
.0
1.75
.0
16.00
.0
.25
.0
.25
.25
.75
.0
.25
.25
.25
.25
1.0
.75
.0
535
285
3900
150
765
150
250
460
270
215
690
20
70
925
310
2770
30
95
105
225
70
270
90
460
85
260
75
450
140
130
13.00
2.5
1.5
2.3
3.1
1.0
9.3
63 27.0 3900 41.0
64 27.0 2770 29.0
21 185 27.0
13 212 31.0
1.5
1.5
43001.0
1.0
1.0
.5
1.0
9.0
10.0
3.0
.0
9.0
5.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
5.0
3.0
7.0
3.0
7.0
5.0
5.0
9.0
co
APPENDIX E (Continued)
3. 4. .5- 6. 7. 8.
Symphony Income Trip Time Income Annual Income
Symphony Income Major Major to - rate of $10,000
Sat. Series $10,000 Blocks Blocks Symphony Trip Time Growth 1965
No. No. % No. % No. ' (minutes) No. % (Percent) Number
Manchester 0 .0 25 3.0
Marblehead 2 .50 655 2.2 3.0
Medfield 0 .0 45 3.0
Middleton 0 .0 15 3-0
Milton 7 1.75 750 2.5 1.0
Nahant 0 .0 45 3.0
Natick 4 1.0 330 1.1 7-0
Needham 2 .50 650 2.2 5.0
North Reading 0 .0 45 9.0
Norwood 1 .25 80 3.0
Randolph 0 .0 50 5-0
Reading 1 .25 170 3-0
Saugus 0 .0 100 1.0
Sharon 1 .25 130 9.0
Stoneham 0 .0 105 3-0
Swampscott 9 2.25 450 1-5 1.0
Wakefield 0 .0 170 1.0
Walpole 1 .25 130 3.0
Watertown 4 1.0 255 1.0
Wayland 1 .25 95 9.0
Wellesley 2.0 1400 4.6 3.0
Wenham 0 .0 35 5.0
Weston 3 -75 345 1-1 3.0
Westwood 0 .0 50 7.0
Weymouth 0 .0 310 1.0 5.0
Wilmington 0 .0 25 7.0
Winchester 1 .25 770 2.6 1.0
Winthrop 1 .25 180 1.0
Outside B.M.A. 14 3.50
TOTAL: 380 100.00 29,660 100.00
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APPENDIX E (Continued)
Methods and Sources
Column 1. Boston Symphony Orchestra, Saturday evening concert series,
25% sample. Within City of Boston, this information was broken
down by postal zones (U.S. Post Office, Postal Zone'Directory, Boston,
Mass., POD Publication ZD 99057, 1957 and Postal Zone Map, 440416-0-
PO 77, 1957).
Column 2. Income $10,000.00 or over, families and unrelated individuals.
Compiled from U.S. Census of Population: 1950, Census Tract
Statistics Boston, Massachusetts and Adjacent Area, U.S. Department
of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, U.S. Government Printing Office,
1952, Vol. III, Chapter 6, Table 1, pp. 7-33 and Maps, Parts 1-10
inclusive unpaged (following p. 118 of the bulletin). The infor-
mation was compiled by cities and towns except in the case of
Boston where it was compiled by Post Office Zones (see above). The
information was updated by use of .annual growth rates adapted from
information supplied by the State Department of Commerce: Massa-
chusetts Department of Commerce, Division of Research, Boston, 1957,
Monograph for Boston Metropolitan Area, Section XII, plate 3.
Assumed was: (l) the growth rate of 1945 to 1955 decade was
applicable to the period 1950 to 1959 (and in column 8 to 1965); and
(2) the proportion of those earning $10,000.00 or more (or the -
equivalent in 1959 and 1965) would remain the same in proportion to
the total population.
Column 3. The major blocks of attendance at Symphony, those comprising
5% or more of the total, from Column 1. The percentage column shows
the percent of total major blocks, by individual blocks.
Column 4. The information in Column 2 refined for comparability to -
Column 3.
Column 5. Trip time from a central point in each major block area to
Symphony Hall. Driving times were estimated: a straight line driven
at 20 m.p.h., which was added to an across-the-board allowance of
5 minutes for terminal time.
Column 6. A testing of the hypothesis that Potential was equal to a
tentatively demonstrated mass (Col. 3:Col. 4) divided by an
(estimated) trip time. The hypothesis seems to be valid (compare
Column 6 to Column 3).
Column 7. Annual rate of growth. For source see note on Column 2.
Column 8. For method and source see note on Column 2. In addition to
projected growth, proposals were taken into account: in "Downtown,"
1400 increase due to West End development; in Back Bay, 1700 increase
due to Prudential Center proposal for resident apartments; in Brook-
line, 700 increase due to "farms" redevelopment and 500 of Brighton
group included in Brookline to simplify construction of potential
contour map (Appendix G).
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APPENDIX G
POTENTIAL CONTOUR MA.P FOR PERFORMING ARTS EVENTS;
METROPOLITAN BOSTON
SOURCE: See Appendix E. Method: Pml.4 ITAN B+OSO 4
t is starred in each case, m as indicated; P = potential at
each point.
mi m2 m3 mN m5
Point "Downtown"** Back Bay Cambridge Brookline Newton P
Number 2900 2700 1400 4000 4300
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
11.5*
230
9.5*
300
8.0*
360
7.0*
41o
22.0*
120
20.0*
140
18.o*
160
16.o*
180
14.o*
200
12.0*
240
10-5*
270
8.5*
340
6-5*
440
5.5*
520
4.5*
640
21.5*
130
20.0*
140
18.o*
160
17
18
10.0*
270
9.0*
300
8.o*
340
7.5*
360
19.0*
140
17-5*
160
15.5*
180
13.5*
200
12.0*
230
10.5*
260
8.5*
320
7.0*
390
6.0*
450
5.5*
490
6.o*
450
19.0*
140
17.0*
160
15.0*
180
3-5*
400
2.0*
700
1.5*
700
3.0*
470
15.0*
90
13-0*
110
11.0*
130
9.0*
160
7.0*
200
5-0*
280
3-5*
400
1.5*
700
1.0*
700
3.0*
470
5-0*
280
15.5*
90
14.0*
100
11-5*
120
9.0*
450
9-5*
420
10-5*
380
12.0*
330
11.5*
350
10.0*
400
8-5*
46o
8.0*
500
7.0*
56o
7.0*
560
7.0*
560
8.o*
500
9.o*
450
10.5*
380
12.0*
330
11.5*
350
9.5*
420
7-5*
54o
10.5*
410
12.5*
340
14.5*
300
16.5*
260
4.o*
1050
3.0*
144o
3.5*
1220
4.5*
960
6.0*
720
8.o*
540
10.0*
430
12.0*
360
14.o*
310
16.o*
270
17.5*
250
2.5*
1720
1.0*
2140
1.5*
2140
1760
2060
2080
1830
1750
2250
2350
2000
1910
1880
1980
2290
2040
2130
1950
2430
2960
3140
Appendix, is the area North of the CBD except Back Bay.**Downtown, in this
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APPENDIX G (Continued)
mi m2 m53 m m5
Point "Downtown"** Back Bay Cambridge Brookline Newton P
Number 2900 2{00 1400 4000 4300
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
16.o*
180
14.0*
200
11.5*
250
10.0*
290
8.0*
360
6.o*
480
4-0*
720
2.5*
116o
2.0*
1450
3-0*
970
21-5*
135
19-5*
150
17-5*
180
15.5*
190
13.5*
210
11.5*
230
9-5*
300
7-5*
380
5-5*
520
3.5*
820
1-5*
1450
0.5*
1450
13.0*
210
11.0*
240
9.0*
300
7.5*
360
6.o*
450
4.0*
680
3.5*
770
3.5*
770
5.0*
540
6.o*
450
18.5*
150
16.5*
160
14.5*
190
12.5*
220
11.0*
240
9.0*
300
6.5*
420
5-0*
34o
3-0*
900
1-5*
1350
2.0*
1350
4.o*
680
9.5*
150
7.5*
190
6.o*
230
4.o*
350
3-0*
470
3-0*
470
4.o*
350
6.o*
230
7-5*
190
9.5*
150
16.o*
90
14.o*
100
12.0*
120
10.0*
14o
8.5*
160
7-0*
200
5.5*
250
5-0*
280
5.0*
280
5.5*
250
7.0*
200
8.5*
160
6.o*
660
5.5*
720
5.-0*
800.
5-5*
720
6.o*
660
7-5*
54o
8.5*
460
11.0*
360
13.0*
310
11.5*
270
10.5*
380
8.5*
460
6.5*
620
4-5*
890
3.5*
1240
3.0*
1300
3.5*
1240
4-5*
890
6-5*
620
8.5*
46o
10.5*
380
12.0*
330
3.5*
1230
5-5*
780
7-5*
570
9.5*
450
11.5*
370
13.5*
320
15-5*
280
17.5*
240
19-5*
220
21.5*
200
2.5*
1720
15-0*
2140
1-5*
2140
3-5*
1230
5-5*
780
7-5*
570
9-5*
450
11.5*
370
13.5*
320
15.5*
280
17.5*
240
19-5*
220
2430
2130
2150
2170
2310
2490
2580
2760
2310
2040
2475
3010
3250
2670
2630
2600
2660
2460
2640
3160
3790
2840
area North of the CBD except Back Bay.**Downtown, in this Appendix, is the
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APPENDIX G (Continued)
mi m2 m3 m4 m5
Point
Number
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
"Downtown"**
2900
2.5*
1150
21.5*
130
20.5*
14o
18.0*
160
16.0*
180
14.0*
200
11.5*
250
10.0*
290
8.0*
360
6.0*
480
720
2.5*
1160
2.0*
1450
3.0*
970
16.o*
180
14.o*
200
12.0*
240
10.5*
270
8.5*
340
6.5*
44o
5.5*
520
4.5*
640
Appendix, is the area North of the CBD except Back Bay.
Back Bay
2700
5-5*
490
18.5*
150
16.5*
160
14.5*
190
12.5*
220,
10.5*
260
8.5*
320
6.5*
4.20
4.5*
600
2.5*
1100
0-5*
1350
1-5*
1350
3-5*
770
5.5*
490
13.0*
210
11.0*
240
9.0*
300
7-0*
390
5.0*
54o
3.5*
770
2.5*
1100
3.0*
900
Cambridge
1400
10.0*
140
16.5*
90
15.0*
90
13.0*
110
11.5*
120
10.0*
140
8.5*
160
7.5*
190
7.0*
200-
7-0*
200
7-5*
190
8.5*
160
10.0*
140
13.0*
110
13-0*
110
11.5*
120
19.0*
140
9-5*
150
9.0*
160
9.0*
160
9-5*
150
10.0*
140
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
62
S=PBrookline
4000
14.o*
280
10.0*
4oo
8.o*
500
6.o*
660
4.o*
1000
2.0*
2000
1.0*
2000
2.0*
2000
4.o*
1000
6.o*
66o
8.0*
500
10.0*
400
12.0*
330
14-o*
280
4.5*
890
2.5*
1600
1-5*
2000
2.5*
1600
4.5*
890
6.5*
620
8.5*
460
10-5*
380
Newton
4300
21.5*
200
4.o*
1050
3.0*
144o
3.5*
1220
4.5*
960
6.o*
720
8.0*
54o
10.0*
430
12.0*
360
14.0*
310
16.o*
270
17.5*
250
20.0*
220
22.0*
200
6.o*
720
7-5*
5709.0*
480
10-5*
410
12.5*
34o
14.5*
300
16.5*
260
18.5*
230
2260
1820
2330
2340
2480
3320
3270
3330
2520
2750
3030
3320
2910
2050
2110
2730
3160
2820
2270
2290
2490
2290
"Downtown, in this
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APPENDIX G (Continued)
m2 m3 m m5
Point "Downtown"** Back Bay Cambridge Brookline Newton P
Number 2900 2700 1400 4000 4300
63 4.0* 4-5* 11-5* 12.5* 20.5*
720 600 120 320 210 1970
64 15-0* 11-5* 13-0* 3-5* 9.0*
190 230 110 1240 480 2250
65 13.0* 9-5* 12.0* 3.0* 10-5*
220 280 120 1300 410 2330
66 11.5* 8.0* 11.0* 3-5* 12.0*
250 340 130 1240 360 2320
67 9.5* 6.5* 10.5* 4.5* 13.5*
300 420 140 890 320 2070
**Downtown,
Bay.
in this Appendix, is the area North of the CBD except Back
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APPENDIX H
SURVEY OF ARRIVALS AT METROPOLITAN BOSTON ARTS CENTER,
CHARLES RIVER, BRIGHTON (BOSTON), MASS.
SOURCE: Field survey, D. J. Leary and F. O'Brien,
7:30 PM to 8:30 PM, July 10, 1959.
MODE OF TRAVEL
PERSONS
No. Percent
VEHICLES
No. Percent
Private Car
Taxicab
Boat
Bus (MTA)
Walk
419
9
70
84
2
14
2
501 100
Number of cars:
Number of persons:
Average persons/car:
Private Car
Number of Persons/Vehicle
Number of Vehicles
Number of Persons
1 2 3 4 5
9 89 28 24 8
9 178 84 96 40
6
2
12
1 2 3 4
-3 1 -
-6 9 -
Capacity of Theatre: 1800 persons
Attendance: 900 persons (estimated at 50%, exact no. not
available)
Number Persons Surveyed: 501
Percent Sample:
_ 
55%
NOTE: Spaces currently available at site: 450. If audience arrivals
84% by car, on full house 1500 by car; @ 2.6 pers/car, 580 cars
not including employees. Winter audience (no boat) 88% by car;
full house, 1750 by car, @ 2.6 pers/car, 670 cars, not including
employees.
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4
98
2
164 100
160
419
2.6
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APPENDIX J
COST OF TAXICAB USE v. PRIVATE AUTOMOBILE USE: BOSTON, MASS.
+ +
0
Ml) L 5
Cost of Taxicab (including tip)*
o Parking cost $.004.50 : car has monetary advantage over taxi of$1.20-$470 even at minimum cab cost/distance
of .5 miles.
* Parking cost $1,00 : car has $.20 advantage over cab at minimum
distance, increasing at distances beyond the
minimum.
0 Parking cost $1.50 : cab has advantage over car at trips up to
one mile.
0 Parking cost $2.00 : cab has advahtage over car at distances
up to nearly two miles.
* Taxi cost for a two-way trip including flat $.15 tip, minimum $1.20
for .5 mile, $.10 per 1/6 mile thereafter.
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APPENDIX K
HOTEL ROOMS PLEDGED FOR CONVENTION USE
SOURCE: Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce, Convention
and Tourist Bureau
Number of Rooms
0
4.,
Name of Hotel Address PQ r
0
Ambassador
Avery
Beaconsfield
Bellvue
Bostonian
Bradford
Braemore
Broadway
Canterbury
Commander
Continental
Copley Sq.
Essex
Fensgate
Gardner
Hampton Court
Huntington
Kenmore
Lenox
Lincolnshire
Madison (Manger)
Minerva
Parker House
Peter Bent
Ritz Carlton
Sheraton Plaza
Sherry Biltmore
Somerset
Statler Hilton
Touraine
1200 Beacon Motel
University Club
Vendome
" Prudential"
TOTAL
1737 Cambridge St., Cambridge, 38
24 Avery St., Boston, 14
1731 Beacon St., Brookline, 46
21 Beacon St., Boston, 8
1138 Boylston St., Boston, 15
275 Tremont St., Boston, 16
464 Commonwealth Ave., Boston, 15
315 Tremont St., Boston, 16
14 Charlesgate West, Boston, 15
16 Garden St., Cambridge, 38.
29 Garden St., Cambridge, 38
47 Huntington Ave., Boston, 16
695 Atlantic Ave., Boston, 11
534 Beacon St., Boston, 15
199 Massachusetts Ave., Boston, 15
1223 Beacon St., Brookline, 46
307 Huntington Ave., Boston, 15
490 Commonwealth Ave., Boston, 15
61 Exeter St., Boston, 16
20 Charles St., Boston, 14
North Station, Boston, 14
214 Huntington Ave., Boston, 15
60 School St., Boston, 8-.
706 Huntington, Boston, 16
15 Arlington St., Boston, 16
St. James (Copley Sq.), Boston, 16
150 Massachusetts Ave., Boston, 15
400 Commonwealth Ave., Boston, 15
Park Sq., Boston, 16
62 Boylston St., Boston, 16
1200 Beacon St., Brookline, 46
40 Trinity Place, Boston, 16
160 Commonwealth Ave., Boston, 16
PROPOSED Prudential Center
20 20
40
35
150
65
250*
51
22
25
50
96
102
260
40
36
22
32
160
141
50
375
31
406
10
50
325
99
250
900*
175*
55
40
110
600
5073
40
150
250
22
102
260
141
50
375
406
50
325
900
175
40
110
6oo
3996
35
65
51
25
50
96
40
36
32
160
31
22
99
250
55
799 ~16 12
*Rooms which make up the "greatest concentration."
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APPENDIX L
RESTAURANTS IN BOSTON
SOURCE: Riker, A. R. and A. M., Beans, Beef and Bourbon,
Lexington Press, Lexington, Mass., 1955.
Amalfi's Cafe, Westland Ave., behind Symphony Hall
Cafe Plaza, (Sheraton Plaza) Copley Sq.
The Charles, 75 Chestnut St.
Durgin Park, opposite Quincy Market
French Room, (Vendome) 160 Commonwealth Ave.
Hampshire House, 80 Beacon St.
Jacob Wirth's, 31 Stuart St.
Jimmy's Harbor Side, 248 Northern Ave., (South Boston)
Joseph's, 270 Dartmouth St.
Locke-Ober's, 3 Winter Place
Parker House (Main Dining Room) Cor. Tremont and School
Red Coach Grille, 43 Stanhope St.
Rib Room, (Somerset) 400 Commonwealth Ave. at Fensgate
Ritz Carlton, Cor. Arlington and Newbury
Terrace Room, (Statler) Park Sq.
Town House, 100 Warrenton St.
Ye Olde Union Oyster House, 41 Union St.
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BOSTON CBD, PKING USE SA MPLE SURVEY
urce: eliito the M ssachuetts iuthorit on the -Traffic
Potential of the ;oston Crnmon Underro G Tarage, DeLeuw: Cat-(r &Co 0,
Brooklin,T97 t yped o=6c copy.
AREA Nj. PARKING SPACES
1 10503
2
3
2500
770
2600
PEAK USE--EVENINGS
Shopping rightN Saturday Night*
70%
65%
35%
- Source cited, Exhibits U-1.4 inclusive.
.Source cited, Exhibits 19-22 inclusive.
5a5p
AAIMIX 0-2
BOSTON CBD, PARKING '4 ESTINMTES BY PARKING DITICT SUBAREAS
Source: Boston City Pleaning Board, Transportation Section.
-1 Area
Applicable
2
4
3&h
4(-)
4(-)
4(-)
Percent Number
Maximum Maximim
Night Use Spaces 9M% Spaces fliglt " Bfala
10%O+ 5800 0
70' 2700 2400 1900 50
90% 3500 315C 3150 0
50% 11100 1250 700
75% 1106 1000 800 20
30% 900 800 250 55
30% 5000 4500 1500 300
30% 3500 3150 1050 210
kroposed
Additional
nce' Spaces Balance
0
0
0
0
o
*See Chapter 3, Section 3, on the proposed PrAdential Center.
* See Ch. 3, Sec,3 and Sec. 3 J.
,*See oh. 3, Sec.3 and Sec.3 C.
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Source: Assing reprtm:rt, Cite: of Boston0
Figures given are value per square foot, land and building.
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